. The categories of home, farm, field and the 'far away' are, in the popular map of the world, based on very similar principles, as the categories of domestic pets, farm cattle, game and 'wild animals' on the one hand, and the categories of sisterlbrother, cousin, neighbour and the alien on the other. As Claude Ldvi-Strauss (1969) suggested, the prohibition of incest, which implied the imposition of artificial, conceptual distinctions upon 'naturally' homogeneous populations 'naturally', was the first -constitutive -act of culture, which was to consist henceforth in the insertion into the 'natural' world of divisions, distinctions and classifications which reflected the differentiation of human practice and practice-bound concepts; not the attributes of 'nature' on its own but of human activity and thought.
Before it could be generalised and impersonalised (and thus before 'distance as such', that is independent of whom and from what it separates, could become thinkable), the 'near-far' opposition recorded the degree of taming, domestication and familiarity of various (human as much as inhuman) fragments of the surrounding world. Near, close to hand, is primarily what is usual, known to the point of obviousness; someone or something met, dealt or interacted with daily, intertwined with habitual routine and dayto-day activities. As a cultural ideal type, 'near' is such a space inside of which one can feel chez soi, at home; a space inside which one seldom, if at all, finds oneself being at a loss, feels lost for words or uncertain how to act. 'Far away' is such a space, one which one enters only occasionally or not at all, in which things which one cannot anticipate nor comprehend nor know how to react to once they occured: a space containing things one knows little about, from which one does not expect much and regarding which one does not feel obliged to care. To find oneself in a 'far away' space is an unnerving experience; venturing 'far away' means being beyond one's ken, out of place and out of one's element, inviting trouble and fearing harm. Thus the 'near -far' opposition has one more, crucial dimension that between certainty and uncertainty, self-assurance and hesitation. The 'far away' means problems -and so it demands cleverness, cunning, slyness or courage, learning the rules one can do without elsewhere, and mastering them through risky trials and often costly errors. The 'near', on the other hand, is unproblematic; the painlessly acquired habits will do, and since they are habits they they feel effortless, giving no occasion to anxiety-prone hesitation, The categories distinguished and compared by Leach (1964) In all three imagined capitals, functions will be given priority over space; logic and aesthetics alike demand the functional non-ambiguity of any fragment of the city. In the space of the city, just as in human life, one needs to distinguish and keep apart the functions of work, home, shopping, entertainment, culture, administration; each function needs a place of its own, while every pIace should serve one and one only function. Architecture, according to Le Corbusier, is -like logic and beauty -a bom enemy of all the art of platonic sublimity, mathematical orderliness and confusion, spontaneity, 119 chaos and messiness; architecture is a science akin to geometry harmony; its ideals are the continuous line, parallels, straight confusion, spontaneity, chaos and messiness; architecture is a science akin to geometry, angles; its strategic principles are standardization and prefabrication. For the Radiant City of the future the rule of Architecture aware of its vocation would therefore mean the death of the street as we know it -that incoherent and contingent by-product of uncoordinated and de-synchronised building history, the battleground of incompatible uses and the site of accident and ambiguity. The tracks of the Radiant City, just like its buildings, will be consigned to specific tasks; in their case, the sole task will be that of traffic, of transporting people and goods from one functionally distinguished site to another, and that sole function will be cleansed of all present disturbances introduced by aimless strollers, idlers or just accidental passers-by.
Le Corbusier dreamt of a city in which the rule of 'le Plan dictateur' (he started the word 'plan' always with a capital 'P') over the residents will be complete and unquestioned. The Sennett (1996) points to one wellnigh universal, at least in the US?, regularity: suspicion of others, intolerance of difference, resentment of strangers and demands to separate and banish them, as well as an hysterical concern with 'law and order'. These demands tend to climb to the highest pitch in the most uniform, the most racially, ethnically and class-homogeneous local communities. And no wonder: in such localities the foundations of the 'we-feeling' tends to be sought in the illusion of equality secured by similarity of everybody within sight, while the guarantee of security tends to be adumbrated in the absence of differently exceedingly difficult to acquire the qualities ofcharacter and the skills needed to cope with human difference and situations of uncertainty; and in the absence of such skills and qualities it is all too easy to charge Others, by reason of being other -strange and different -for the pain and fear caused by by one's own inability to 'read the space' and fmd one's way in it. On the other hand, the functional under-determination of fragmented space, the co-presence or the simultaneous possibility of many and varied interpretations of meaning, and the clash between independently composed and used maps of the city space -they in the same fashion and thus yet tempting attempts to fix once for all one's own using the allegedly unchangeable and un-negotiable attributes of group identity as the glue; they also prompt the effort to define one's identity in terms of the acts that a person is capable of performing, rather than in terms of a given and predetermined set of attributions and received traits.
The sign of human maturity is coming to terms with one's own fredom; while that in turn implies the readiness to accept new, often unpleasant and sometimes painful (since different from the customary and habitualised, here-to-fore uncritically accepted and thus cosy, homely and comfortable) meanings and to face up to situations not fully under one's control and not likely ever to lend themselves to one' s control -and to face up to such situations without craving to control them single-handedly. The under-determination of the city space, its amenability to many, also mutually contradictory, interpretations, its hospitality extended to many different and uncoordinated cartographic efforts, and the resulting opacity, ever negotiated yet ever re-bom anew, do not generate 'chaos' (in the popular sense of a situation in which everything may happen, and everything may happen with equal probability). The ostensible disorder (which is a disperhaps solely, by administrative ruling -as a derivative total control) is in fact a specific form of equilibrium -an equilibrium that is perpetually created and reformed through intermittent frictions and negotiations, in the course of which the autonomous actions of free agents are simultaneously the source of initiative, the moving force and the evaluating authority. Only in the atmosphere of such fluid and perpetually incomplete, self-constituting and self-reforming equilibrium may human freedom take roots and moral selves mature.
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